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Sir: 

\\v o \ n ' ^ , v ! e f ^ ^ no v , v * , „ 
Fo K \unv U\ 2vM> >hoiOiH<!-to> Ottsc* action" \a\ K\-s i m \ van sr. o U erased to 
Deposit Account No. 50*0206. 
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Appellant has included -» summary of the claimed subject mailer for mdepeadent claims .1, 8 and 
14 wnh reference to the specification a»d drawings. 

i \ F o s >, w " ^ (t o^ ^ w \^-\^ t -\ \ f -< ^ 

repeats much of the information sei forth is the prior Appeal Brief's, while fully responding to the 
rejections set forth in the (Mice action. The prior Appeal Brief filed November 1 0, 2003, the 
Supplement Appeal Brief filed April 20, 200-4, the Appeal Brief filed May 6, 2005, the Appeal 
Brief fded August 29, 2005, and the Substitute Appeal Brief filed May 14, 2007, are hereby 
incorporated by reference to the extern that any relevant materia! is omitted from this brief 




Real Part)-' in Merest 



Appellant appeals the rejection of claims M9 presented in she Office actios mailed 
February 10, 20QS. Tins Appeal Brief fully addresses the rejections of claims 1-19 presented 
the February .2005 Office action. 

To the best of appellant's knowledge, there are no related appeals or interferences. 
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xH to it* claim* have been ^ubrmifed in response 10 the recent Office 



Ally. Dkf No ^iCU.OfiCVj-n 



A. &m?«M y or fee invenjrori 

I p vvnt .nwnuvn puA'Jes noc^huated apH^^ 1 *wem tku v-'iww ,t 
dynamic application module. {Spec. p. 1 , 11. 5-8; p. 6, II, 4-8; Pig, 1 , 34,) Users choose one or 
more services provided through a networked service provider. (Spec. p. 7, 1. 10 - p. 8, 1. 16; Fig. 
2, 50.) Then, die dynamic application module presents the customer with a consolidated 
application, which is partially completed whh information that .is known about the customer. 
(Spec. p. 8, L 1? - p> 11,1. 5: Fig, 2, 400.) After the customer completes the blank portions of the 
application, the dynamic application module sends the application to another server for real-time 

* V n ! Vvi " ' - o , " " N < 

Appellant's invention, as defined by the pending claims, is a method or system for 

one or more products. (Spec. p. L 11. 5-?.} The invention is directed particularly to tailoring an 
.ophe,tm v n vn t N a pmvat n request iV>n\ au appk\mt ,Npee ; Ml ^-H» x fhn^ ar 

\ ^ l \ 0 < , v ! ^ C i N V ^ - ! ^ C\\ - ^ v s' , V 

single application form tailored to the applicant's request. (Spec. p, 8, 1. 21 - p. 9, 1 2.) As an 

provides-, Mich as a hank. (Spec. p. Si II. 2---I.) The pote.at.ial applicant may request to apply for a 
checking account and a credit card account, (Spec, p. 8, II 20-21.} The instant invention then 
dynamically creates an application form to solicit the information required to apply for both a 
checking account and a credit card. (Spec. p. 10, 11. 1-4,} in this manner, the applicant provides 
the required information to the bank in one convenient action, 

B, Embodiments. of .^te Claimed : Iny;e : nti on 

§ , lEjdetxjndem caaxm i 
V reotoa m elam 1, .s. nktb^d u^r ^\n.jm^< , ti> t mnn\; a ^ nk v^e \ application 
form comprises the steps of: receiving a request to apply lor u plurality of products, the request 
received over a network, wherein specific information is required to be submitted to apply for 
each one of the plurality of products (See, e.g*> Figure 2A, step 1 10, page 4, Hues 16-20, page ?, 
line 10 - page 8, line 10); assembling, an application page for display over the network, said page 
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assembled from a plurality of documents, wherein each document of the plurality of documents 
contains at least one. field corresponding to the specific information required to apply for one of 
ihc plurality of products {See, e.g.. Figure 2 A, seep 250, page 9, line 17 - page 10, line 4); and 

e.g., page 1 .1 , line 6 - page .1 2. Mae 7, Figure 2B). 

2- Isrfcpcndcnt.Ciaim..8 

As recited in claim & a system for obtaining application data from an applicant through a 
dynamically created network based application form comprising: a dynamic application module 
{See, e.g. Figure 1, 34) for .receiving a request to apply for at least one of a plurality of products, 
a\u,nsm,i.UN v .ea'mg an ,n p k\xtm*> feo k,uu v > J,ua uvuuoe v appU m dso .a k\i^\ ^ne j 
plurality of products, and receiving the data requested (See. e.g. page 6, lines 7-22); and a 
decision module (See, e.g. Figure I, 40} m communication with said dynamic application 
module, said decision module for receiving the data, generating a decision regarding the 
application, and providing the decision to said dynamic application module (See. e.g. page ?, 
lines 1-9}. 

3- iadependeatClaitB 14 

As recited in claim 14. a method for dynamically creating a network based application 
form comprising the steps of; receiving, over a network., a request to apply for at least one of a 
plurality of products in the form of a uniform resource locator, wherein specific information rs 

s ^ i S ^ ^ s v ^ o ^ ( > ^ v K t , i ^ s s 

locator to identify the at least one of a plurality of products {See, e.g.. Figure 2A, step 150, page 
8, lines 1 1- id); assembling an application page for display over the network, said page 
assembled from a plurality of documents, wherein each document of the plurality of documents 
^,wm u 1 mv ncM i ,\io>p>i^ t k v tv -f\. me mvm o; >>r .,xmne,< ^ <mo'\ ,m ov ^ 
the plurality of products (See, e.g., Figure 2A, step 251.!, page- 9, line 17 ■• page 10, line 4); and 
receiving information input corresponding to each field contained in the application page(&e f 
e.g.*, page 1 1, line 6 ~ page 12, line 7, Figure 2.8 j. 
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The Issue on .appeal is generally whether the teaching of the applied references is 
properly combined to reader obvious the pending claims. Specifically, appellants request review 
o! : it ioav..-^': , ja« : H^rv\a,ii\;o\i \( ^ t « ir! . . i v p a; ^ !t 

6385,894 in view of U.S. PateM Application Publication 2001/0047307. 



My!? No ^ ^Nirs*" 



Ajr puneat 

The recent Office actios fails to establish & prima fack case of ob viousness that the 
) ^\isc>> ^ rjs , io : :r r.w, n- i I :S Pxc*:* o * v* ; ^ >0 iv< ^ 1 om , 
dvhr ' ,S>>ed 5 » § o^\r ^ ^ ,* ^ ,a I n ? V\v; WU<n^ ; v «b\ <a> *r \w AU % V ' »* rv.v 
as inventors James D, Bennett and Christopher C, Winslade (Bennett), "During patent 
examination the PTO hears the initial burden of presenting a prima facie case of 

:*1 x M ■ K ;o nve* o* , uuva, (l„ 1 k arp\ a * \ c>- nh d to d . p -,te * " ■ T v . ^ ^ v. rv 
conclusion that the claimed combination is directed to obvious subject matter, either the 
references must expressly or impliedly suggest the claimed combination or the examiner must 
pwnt .wou\n* hiO-^ie$soanc .o- 10 cto dv an^.tu v-^ald kr.o :^ecd mt cknmui 
invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the references." Ex parte Oapp, 227 
U.S.P.Q. 972, 973 (Bd, Pat. App. & Int. 1985). The references applied in the Office action (ail to 

An artisan of ordinary skill would not have (bund the claimed invention to have been obvious in 
light of the teaching of the applied references. As the Examiner has not presented a prima facie. 
c : .-e of ium.n-.ntaShu appellee; endued to a f a^;n 

'The 'prima, facie ease 5 notion . , , seemingly was intended to leave no doubt among 
ck minds that the) hwm st.ttc d^m and nk.ah ,r,o ejections the prnna f. etc cj*c* to 

N - v v ! ; ^ a , > , <\ v ,s ^uN'tv < t 

argument" in re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 U.S.RQ.2d 1443, 144? (Fed, Ctt. ;992)(Plager, J„ 
eosvut ' ,n;r I .u Ohhee ae'soa ouk- sv ar.eatp- to ^rhua tao » ca uly ^1 ,^0 te.a hano of \h 
applied nslerences with regard to tlie claimed invention. Rather, the rejection memly states that 
the references teach certain elements of the claimed invention and supports these statements with 
citations to the applied references. "The pertinence of each reference, if not apparent, must be 
clearly explained/ 5 3? C.P.R, § L 104(e)(2). The mere citations to the applied references do not 
present a convincing line of reasoning as to why an artisan would have found the claimed 
invention to have been obvious in light of the teachings of the applied references. 
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-\ * se ,c?v; ,a\\v ^ i SO ; 10 \ o ^L' s\ « », lf ;V *\» .cv s.iC 

(A) die relevant teaching of the prior art relied upon . . - , 

(B) the difference or differences is the claim over the applied 
referaneeCs), 

(C) ihc proposed modification of the applied reference^ ) necessary 
!.o arrive at the claimed subject matter, md 
CD) an explanation why one of ordinary skill in the art at the lime 
the invention was made would have been motivated to make the 
proposed modification. 

M.P.£,P, § 7O6,02Q) (8* Ed,, Rev, 2} (2004). The Office action fails *o propose how the primary 
reference to Leoda could be modified according the teaching of the secondary reference, 
Bennett, to arrive at the claimed subject matter. The explanations why one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to combine the references are insufficient to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 

of obviousness] only by showing some objective teaching in the prior art or that knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the 
reievam teachings of the references;' hi re Fine, 83? F.24 1071, 1074,5 U&FQld 1596, 1598 
(Fed. Or. 1988). The motivations for combining references provided in the Office action are 
insufficient,. 

(Aln examiner may often find every element of a claimed 
. ^oot , \ w Jv pto: ao it ,deo;-tkV;on v\ e.ci el.imvd ■ Viv»u 

< l V 0 > , V, V. v ^ C ^ , ^ ^ s ,„ x „ s 

patent nould ever tssae, r-mhermw, reitetny patents ^okiv h> 
tindtng prior an corollaries tor the claimed dements would permit 
.in ^vnnrv! m t.-;. tlu , iasmct ^\enii-v. itseh * Vh,ep-nu tor 
pieemp loeethes ok meats m the poor .at t^ defeat the patent aPltits 
,a me c , .rcvd - >\c-v >x oVea a,v;,-eef w ,. iM np^,.. , , 

V ! ^ ,,s "\ \*> ee \ > \o ! < 

Sensoaics, teo. v. Aerosonie Corm. 81 F.3d 1566. 1570, 38 
USPQ2d 1551, 1554 (Fed. Or. 1996). 

To prevent the use of hindsight based on the invention to defeat 
patentability of the invention, this court requires the examiner to 
- * w < , N > , eo^\ v x etc c <, > Ik ,, , <. w , 
obviousness. In other words, the examiner must show reasons that 
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the skilled artisan, confronted with the same problems as the 
inventor and with no knowledge of" the claimed invention, would 
select the defeats from the eked prior art. references for 
combination in the wanner claimed. 

re Rouffct, 41 t;SPQ2d 1453, 1457-58 (Fed, Cir. 1998). In the Office action, the Examiner 
,iv-cS; asx~^ dv UxU,. \ $ s x *n r\hx s k n to m I'-^U'vii.-!!, uaoto'w So t^t^mi^ to* 
selecting the particular elements for combination with the teaching of the primary reference to 
Lebda is set forth. There is no support in the prior art for the proposition that the skilled artisan 

Nx 0 N V M » N N \ X X \ v. V s S I ' s! S<. x 

problem. 

* \ x f ' ^ XX S X S S > , > v x * x 

fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness for each pending claim. 

>\ \\ S< V ! > .. x ^ * 

The Office action, does not establish that the secondary reference, Bennett, is available as 
prior art against appellant's claims. The instant application was filed lane 23, 2G0& Bennett is a 

a non-provisional of provisional application No, 60/190,825 filed on March 2i> 2000 C 825 
pro-visional application}, Bennett incorporates the -825 provisional application by reference. 

\\\ <\ % w x\o\ o,, . \o W ^\ "J s\ v e 0s ^ v,Y l -»^o\,\ a, " 
entitled to the benefit of the tiling date of a provisional application under 35 li.S.C § 1 19(e) is 
the filing date of the provisional application only if the provisional application properly supports 
the subject matter relied upon to make the rejection in compliance with 35 IhS.C. § 1 1 2, first 
paM-j^n \H\b"l> ^PrO^I'l 1 be, rmca! totcrenct Am: oi Benreu x^M^! : . :*v-o 
fbe oJ5 pu> N w j k r; v '\,i!\-\A^ t s^ppo'* it\.- ^ t v . mj, Je< >e\\i mvs t^ % n,\0 dv 
rejections set forth in the Office action. The '825 provisional application is a business plan for 
launching a business providing loan qualification screenings during the automobile purchase 
process. 

i s o o ,x <\ 1 v os o ix v * v i x v 1 ^ < N \ x> tor 

H <. ^ x > x X x \ S v x > ^ x s \ V v v \ s s 

x ,!0b;ng i-^S M as t ssdixO'iss v ,t\\-^x 1 h \sO^ C*\ 0sv.U i ^ F\ JM'V! <- 5 >'Sit\*< vgauvv, ^ l 
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application does not support such teaching. 'The Office action at page 3, cues to paragraph 8! of 
Bennett to teach a request to apply for a plurality of products. The cited paragraph of Betmett 

loan is being .sought. "For example, depending or whether the loan is being sought to purchase 
an automobile, a home, or to repay ■ revolving credit, the credit reporting/approval system 
software CS/W; 560 is operable to accommodate the different manner m which parameters 
corresponding to the buyer are handled." Bennett, para. 81 . The '825 provisional application is 
directed solely to automobile purchases The *82S provisional application does not support the 
teaching of a credit analysts that differs as a function of the item for which a loan is sought. To 
the contrary, the '825 provisional application at page 14 describes; "Our AiuoAffor4' m platform 
Je-iomnes Usa* aHordahi;h\ oJuKcio*; the blood- <, rve'u inionnahoi m \ m^. o! dte 1^ j=i 
mqauen ants ot ;.oCb on- pa;o; mad?- lendess * I no 'x;* p oaonai appheaimo k -\iom 
regarding loans sought to purchase a home or to repay revolving credit. Use 'S25 provisional 
application does not support the subject matter relied upon to make the rejections in the Office 
action. Thus, the critical reference date of Bennett is not the March 21, 2000, filing date of the 
'825 provisional, application. Accordingly, Bennett is not available as prior art against the 
pending claims. Appellant respectfully requests that the rejections based on Bennett be reversed 
as the Examiner has failed to establish that Bennett is available as prior art against appellant's 
claims. 

.IM A£pjkd Artj;;ajJsj^ 

N^v> ato . odm ; . tae aoa> aKhs of Kauvn as osn\ .at the . *vUd io:o»ctK\v d^ \o? 
>1 ov susv^i ho elat vo ^ac c, t matka. \s d^ a.,-soJ a--^e, s-u clnmcu mxe^uon n a 
mobaooo, ^oe^.k^ osowt-ae s Ox i^aoOvTU eie-A\ agpivaK u sooj « iro^i , v\\o \i>\ 
co >simsct appheao; ks o v o' seo v px tec** V-d o> -T ;V ,c p so; muacv^ f, dueen d s s , ; 
<\:c.cmn rscaiuua'h v Ca,,-rg irpkatvi. as so. to=?h fhs. vadsng ,Uim- 

The oO ! * v a'tC5C)\\\ 1 1 hia, o one- se^ to e^woannu^ a-; „ kYkonv * mon 
qi.abhca-KV h\m 1va\»\" >u I nc^na ose; ok ;abt\ o> .cad-ae us. touen- \ :a the h-\ou. ; 
fbc t civ a * neau^r ail ^so to: .ipi^^ ka e-\\bi oo.u a naao u,k ot <. . dn^ msutu^a.s 
v ahoui -hwoaih gomg to o v al u-a b ivad/; and ? tins; , Ul rs.dti-ic ao^i x a' -ats toe 
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Ixbda invention, thus* provides "a universal credit qualification form over the Internet and 
(allows] the Internet user to submit a single credit application to a plurality of lending institutions 
who then make offers to the customer via. the Internet" Lebda, col 1, II 53-57. Lebda, thus, 
i<oic a >*tu\ ;r.sf c edit tort a that obtains ,.1 the mfo'm, uon t*a m.n *v tequued fo mph to .as 

, < % t V V V V I S ^ > i., , N 

assembled for display to the oset To die contrary, Lebda simply "sends an open application to a 
prospective borrower through the Internet." Lebda, col. 4. II. 2-3. 

The secondary reference, Bennett is directed to an online arfbrdabihty-based purchasing 
system that enables a buyer to obtain financing- for products the buyer desires to purchase on 
credit The Bennett system obtains information, about a buyer, Bennett, without elaboration, 
states: "A buyer, via the buyer Interface (IF) 120, provides buyer information to the credit 
analysis engine .140.* Bennett para. 43. Bennett does not suggest that this information is 
obtained through dynamically created application forms. Bennett, to the contrary, suggests the 
use of multiple forms to obtain credit approval 'The loan origination, software 424 provides to 

v ' ^ ^ V t N " v « \ ^ ^ ^ « , i „S % ^ 

forms, etc." Bennett, para, 74, 

Appellant's invention, as defined by the pending claims, is a method or system for 
providing a dynamically created application form through a network to a consumer applicant for 

\v s as N N o ^ « . N . a> \ l \ , , \ \ V ^ 

application form to a particular request from an applicant (Spec. p. 3, 11. 7- 10.) Thus an 

! s * 4 s xx „ o oo s „ o v , s , \ ^ > s a ^ * 

single application form tailored to the applicant's request (Spec, p, 8 f t 21 - p. 9, 1. 2.) As an 
example, a potential applicant may chose from an array of products offered by a product 
provider, such as a bank. (Spec p. 8, it 2-4.) The potential applicant may request to apply for a 
checking account and a credit card account. (Spec. p. 8, If 20-2 L) The instant invention then 
dynamically creates an application form to sobcit the information required to apply for both a 
checking account and a credit card. (Spec. p. 10, It. 1-4.) In this manner, the applicant provides 
the required information to the bank in one convenient action. 

The applied references fail to show or suggest any assembly or dynamic creation of a 
i .a sob dace aiaca^m p >t $.\ a, eoteae> the ae-aad pr\ r ao \ \ u to s.s^fa* o^ ;ue 



Appht. No. 09/399,602 



absent from the applied art are discussed further below, 

QmmA 

Claim I sets forth a method for dynamically creating an application form, The method 
includes steps of receiving a request to apply for a plurality of products, assembling an 
application page from a plurality of documents each of which contains a field corresponding to 
specific information required to apply for a product, and receiving information corresponding to 
each field In the application page. The instant specification describes a particular preferred 
embodiment of the claimed invention. In this embodiment, an Internet banking services provider 
receives a potential customer" s request to apply for products such as a checking account and a 

page is assembled and provided to the customer. (Spec. p. 9, U. 17-18.) The application page 

application page provided and cause the completed application to be sent to the provider. (Spec, 
p. .1 .1 , 11 7-8,) The applied combination of references fails to show or suggest the steps set forth 
in claim 1. 

Claim 1 sets forth a. step of '"assembling an application page for display over the network, 
said page assembled from, a plurality of documents." Column 3, lines 58-61, of Lebda is relied 
upon in the Office action to show this step, Lebda does not. suggest assembling one application 
page assembled from a plurality of documents. Lebda is silent regarding using a plurality of 

Ss ^ <. ^ ^ ^ V V < C\ si I V V V v. s S S S ^ < 

prospective borrower background Information documents concerning a loan application. Lebda, 

Internet user to the web site, a document explaining the application process, and a document 
explaining the services provided.'' l-ebda, col 3, 1. 65 - col. 4. L 1. The citation at column 3, 
lines 58-61 relied upon by the Office action, sets forth that a central loan processing computer 
allows prospective borrowers using satellite computers to view these documents. Lebda does not. 
^sggev ^ <!U-"Unv; an .sppV.JkV ^ \ t KOiU '\r 0\\ .imo>\s i^me ,^-Unu> , a k\ *"K ^ 
documents are sent, the loan processing computer sends an open application to the prospective 
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borrower through the internet to the satellite computer. Lebdu, col. 4, IL 1-3. Lebda docs not 
suggest thai this application is assembled from a plurality of documents. 

-\pp> Uun^ uofr ih a .ei SvO an'.ige ot .^sonuuu^ the apHiC.iu^n ^.^t . ^ tv.s t -mips, 
application is presented to the user to apply for a plurality of products. The Office action 
acknowledges that tcbda does not teach a request to apply for a plurality of products. 
Accordingly, it is not surprising that Lebda does not suggest assembling m application page. 
There is no advantage to assembling such a page in the Lebda system. 

The Office action appears to assert thai Lebda teaches receiving a request to apply for a 
■oneio pioeues. to uk DoL e acmsi u w ,osen.eJ 1? v>ouiU lane Peen ob\ u>n^ u> one vf ^rdmarx 
ski!! in the an at the time appellant s invention was made to combine the teachings of Lebda 
relating ro presenting and accepting a credit application over a network to include the teachings 

! \ M >s ^ V . \ \ s u ^ Hi ^ s s 

case of obviousness against claim I for at least three reasons. First; the Office action does not set 
forth the proposed modification to the Lebda system based on the teaching of Bennett necessary 
to arrive at the claimed invention. Second, the Office action does not provide a sufficient 
explanation why one of ordinary skid in the art would have been motivated modify the teachings 
ot the Kfecenee- iehed up* c fhrd, iVmvn J,v< rv; sua^-t see. o tag o ic ..pahe.aton i>i 
different credit products. 

Claim I. sets forth a step of '"receiving a request to apply for a plurality of products, the 
request received over a network." As acknowledged in the Office action, Lebda does not suggest 
a request to apply for a plurality of products. Neither does Bennett. As discussed above, Bennett 
is directed to a system that enables a buyer to obtain financing for those products the buyer 
desires to purchase on credit. No application is required to purchase the products. The buyer, 
however, may apply for credit to buy the products. The credit analysis performed is a function 
of the products for which the loan is sought. This is the disclosure of paragraph 81 of Bennett, 

Bennett, however, includes no suggestion to apply for a plurality of loans. 

Claim 1 further sets forth that "specific information is required to be submitted to apply 
for e ich one of the plurality of products." i\myv.ph Si of Beaneu Is ?t.Med ar--n -n du- Office 
action to show tins limitation. The Bennett system 'Is operable to accommodate the different 
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manner in which paranteters eorrasponding to the buyer are bandied/' % Bennett, para. 81, The 
Office- action does not demonstrate shat Bennett suggests thai specific information is required to 
be submitted to apply for each of a plurality of .loans. The cited paragraph of Bennett simply 
discloses that' a different credit ao.alys.is is performed to the buyer's informatics based on the 
items to be purchased. 

Claim 1 further sets forth qualities of the plurality of documents iro.ro which the 
application page ts assembled, "jBjseh document of the plurality of documents contains at least 
one field corresponding to the specific information required to apply for one of the plurality of 
ou\b< is " 1 ! *:We ,» ts N e knowkdg-*-, ? o\l, d,v\ n n to ,, 1 tho su>m,asv 1 V 
Office- action, relies on paragraph 18 of Bennett, to show this limitation. This reliance Is 
uii^f ueed Hcsneu doc- n*"» encyst a\<sobhng tn application pace ttvm a HutaLt> ot 
documents. Be.nneU is silent regarding documents containing fields corresponding to specific- 
information required to apply for products such as loans. Paragraph IS discloses that an 
individual using a computer may respond to credit pre -approval via a web page or web pages to 
initiate purchase of one or store products using financing. Nothing in paragraph 18 suggests that 
no vch pages ne ^-^m <h\i mar. d^nn en'o ,hat i\v;,n! holds u'lk -pos d* n spec Ik 
information required, to apply for one of a plurality of products. 

Neither Lebda nor Bennett suggests a. request to apply for a plurality of products, lite 
Orkv ,v*-on o\vs -vt set toOh , ;m-po,sed m,\htva-vn ot ? ic apphed, retc c kv- ru *.ev>,u> v 
arrive at the subject rnauer of claim I including a step of receiving a request to apply for a 
plurality of products. Likewise, neither Lebda nor Bennett suggests a step of assembling an 
application page from a plurality of documents The Office action does not set forth a proposed 
! Kxlmcatioo o+thc ap-ohed rete*enees n„ec\«,«> u arnv, -U the ^ub|*\t n amor v l ehnto I 
including a step of assembling an application page for display over the network, said page 
assembled from a plurality of documents, wherein each document of the plurality of documents 
contains at least one lie id corresponding to the specific Information required to apply for one of 
the plurality of products. 

The Office action fails to set forth a sufficient explanation of why one of ordinary skill in 
the an would have been motivated to modify the teaching of the applied references. The Office 
aetata ^s\cns a would Icoe Ivon ocmou*- toc^mbme ?ne tc^bing ot loMa m uxlnce the 
teaching of Bennett reladng to receiving one application for potentially many different types of 
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credit. The Office action asserts thai the motivation for this combination 'is simply to save time 
ami expense" as indicated in paragraph 7 of Bennett Bennett does not show or suggest receiving 
one application for potentially many different types* of credit. Paragraph ? of Bennett asserts that 
vs. i^CiUKOx^ kvso .ipp^oJ nvsh-A.s as-.- tune o. N asmnmc o.aO m-cn rr-o.'.e o^csxtraHs 
amount of wasted effort. Nothing in Bennett suggests that the teaching therein would save 
additional time and expense if combined with the innovative method of co-ordinating a Joan 
application to a plurality of lending institutions of Lebda. 

For at least the above reasons, the Office action talis to set forth a prima jude-cm® of 
obviousness against claim L Neither Lebda nor Bennett suggests a request to apply tor a 
plurality of products. Accordingly, neither Lebda not Bennett suggests assembling an 
application page assembled from a plurality of documents, wherein each document contains a 
field corresponding to specific information required to apply for one the plurality of products. 
The bare citations to the applied references .fail to present a convincing line of reasoning as to 
why an artisan: would have found the claimed invention to have been obvious. Appellant, 
therefore, respectfully requests that this rejection of claim i be reversed. 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 depends from claim I and therefore includes each step of the method of claim I , 
"The rejection of claim 2 is deficient for the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1. 
Further significant defects of the applied references as applied to claim 2 ate discussed be) aw. 

Claim 2 further sets forth validating information input. When the information input fails 
to correctly compare to validation criteria, a second application page is assembled including 

acknowledges thai this limitation is not taught by the applied art Official Notice is taken thai 
reoffering a web page for completion.: after discovering validation errors is old and well known 
in the art. The Office action asserts that it would have been obvious to combine the teaching of 
Lebda to include a re-presentation of a web page upon the discovery of errors. Such 
modification of Lebda is .insufficient to arrive at the claimed subject matter. Claim 2 sets forth 
"owm^ oe i end aco\ ao t. ;\.s;c i \> u^im^ 'o N *»vi kf mt^m.a.oo * i'l o ij.o 

o^ \mo as* *„ v s\ "v. t s -se^\ ^ ^ tJ a,x ^ x ^ 
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errors. Should the Examiner be taking Official Notice thai such assembly is old and well known, 
appellant- traverses such Official Notice, 

For at least the reasons set. fonh with respect to claim 1. and ?he furtfeer specific- reasons 
set fonh above., Lebda in view of Bennett does .not show or suggest the steps of the- invention 
drf ,n der-caCem ^ Uir : Ac* .-tdm. b . dv Otfee tenon does *m estate ^ , ;o ^ ;c 
case of obviousness against claim 2, AppcUam respectfully requests that the rejection or claim 2 
over Lebda in view of Bennett, he reversed. 

Claim 3 

Claim 3 depends from claim 1 and therefore includes each step of the method of claim 1 , 

Further significant defects of the appiisd references as applied to claim 3 are discussed below. 
Claim 3 includes the step of forwarding the information input to a decision module for 

0 ^ V ^ O \ \ t \ ^ ' v. i , ^ 

ecr^mn -1. smes 4:- 45, 0 r Lehda te Mu>\ th-.s hmtuu-m thK ntenct ot Ik- Lebda <p*\ nton w 
is silent regarding forwarding information to any location, 

For at least the reasons set forth with respect to claim 1. and the further specific reasons 
set fonh above, Lebda in view of Bennett does not show or suggest the steps of the invention 

case of obviousness against claim 3. Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 3 
over Lebda in view of Bennett be reversed. 

Claim 4 

Clann 4 depends from claim 1 and thetehvv includes each M*p of she o\etax-d of claim L 
"[lie rejection of claim 4 is deficient for the reasons set forth above with re.speet to claim I . 
Further significant defects of the applied references as applied to claim 4 are discussed below. 

Claim 4 includes the steps of determining whether the request m apply originates from a 
customer that ss logged in to a session manger, and accessing stored data regarding the customer 
If the customer is logged in. The step of assembling an application page is further defined to 
include inserting the stored data in the application page. The steps of claim 4 permit the claimed 
system to use secure information regarding a customer to prefill fields in an application form for 
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a product when information required to apply for the product is already known io the product 
provider. (Spec. p v JO, 11 .14-19.) 

The Office Action at pages 4-5 relies on the dynamic personal web page set forth in claim 
21 of Lebda at column 10, lines 56-6/. Lebda does not suggest that stored data regarding a 
customer is inserted in an application page on the dynamic personal weh page. The L-ebda 
personal web page is not used to apply for a. loan. To the contrary, Lebda sets forth "publishing 
a decision of each identified lending institutions , . , on the dynamic personal web site" Lebda, 
col. 10, II. 58-60. Accordingly, the dynamic personal weh page of Lebda does not suggest 
inserting stored customer data in an application page as set forth by claim 4. 

For at least the reasons set forth with respect to claim .1 and the further specific reasons 
<a loar^ cbov \ 1 o^t<- "t \ e^ *\ H m a d>\ - c 4 s > n o? ^ s^cv t's ve^ of n\ -noio ^ 
defined by dependent claim 4. Accordingly, the Office action does not establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness against claim 4. Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 4 

i^C C\a ; 1 ^ N ^> v 

Claims 

OLh u N OcpCiMs ttoto ,ctd iho'c-^ c ok ha\^ v\ v a Men of uv molKv m Ji i\ 

The rejection of claim 5 is deficient for the reasons set forth above with respect to claim L 
Further significant defects of the applied references as applied to claim 5 are discussed below, 

t'lmc 5 forth ttut ta. phn;anv -n pn-duefi . ^p-ied t-.-s secludes 'vatsany pod^e^ .aul 
the information required to apply for one of the products includes information regarding an 
amount of credit to be extended. At page 5 of the Office action, it is asserted that Lebda teaches 
this limitation. This assertion is contrary to the acknowledgment with respect to claim I that 
.Lebda does not teach that a request to apply for a plurality of products. As Lebda does not 
suggest a request to apply for a plurality of products, Lebda does not suggest a request to apply 
for a plurality of banking products. 

set forth above, Lebda in view of Bennett does not show or suggest the steps of the invention. 
oV!a-J h\ cece xv u cLuo > \» , ouN ^ \, uk *>oVe . e* o; eoe-cot^\u ssh ^ *<><*\ 
case of obviousness against claim. 5, Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim S 
over Lebda in view of Bennett he reversed. 
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Claim 6 depends from claim 5 and therefore includes each step of the method of claim 5, 

i i.ititv . sm utiwut defc^ ot ^\ a^rLv ^ unem^ v * . ~^h> d to t \um e eUs. -o »vJ "\ \ \v 

Claim 6 further sets forth forwarding the information input to a decision module for 
processing to determine if data input justifies extension of credit. The Office action at page 5, 
merely cites to column 4, lines 42-45, of Lebda to show this limitation. The cited sentence 
states: "PIGS , 6, 7, and 8 show stage 6 of the process, wherein computer 100 fans a filter to 
match completed application 1 13 in table ISO against preset criteria established by each fender," 

I > U Uioi Ot I OC\L ^ sfr V sc> rdt ,y pn- ewfV, \. CCV *cn, j >. aU .m\st ".ear - CVtC^v.os 
of credit. 

For at least the reasons set forth with respect to claims I and 5 and the further specific 
reasons set forth above, the Office action does not establish a prima facte, case of obviousness 
against claim 6. Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 6 over Lebda in view 
of Bennett be reversed. 

.Claim. 7 

CUim 7 depends hem clam 1 and thereto* e includes each .step ef the method of uaim L 
The rejection of claim 7 is deficient for the reasons set. forth above with respect to claim I . 
\<rtvs ^ ~m *\ a=n cl tec s o^ h .c« N l co n*u xcn ^ .yphed m eLme , W1 e dsse 5\\\ ! he.o^ 

Claim 7 sets forth that the request is m the form of parameters received within a universal 
resource locator (URL). The Office action at page 3, cites to column 3, lines 52-55, of Lebda to 
show this limitation. The cited passage merely states computers interact through the Internet. 
Lebda goes on to state that a web - page is housed in a loan processing computer at a 
predetermined URL address. Lebda, cob 3, 1L 56-58. This disclosure teaches away from the 
limitation of claim 7, Lebda disclosed & predetermined URL address for accessing a web page, 
in contrast, claim 7 sets forth that a specific request to apply for a plurality of products is in the 

! 1 O ^ , ^ \ x^v. I V I S> v K v k - \ , V 1 C ^ ^ 1 \ < x 

based on the products requested. The predetermined URL address of Lebda is contrary to the 
inclusion of differing parameters as set forth by claim 7. 
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For at least the reasons set forth with respect to claim I and the further specific reasons 
set forth above, Lehda in view Bennett does not show or suggest the steps of the invention 
defined by dependent claim ?. Accordingly, the Office action does not establish a prima facto 

over Lebda in view of Bennett be reversed. 
Claims 8 and B 

Claim 8 sets forth a system for obtaining application data from an applicant through a 
dynamically created application form. The claimed system includes a dynamic application 
module and a decision module, (Spec. p. 6, 11 4-6, j The dynamic application module receives 
requests to apply for at least one of a plurality of products, dynamically creates an application 
requesting data required to apply for the requested produce, and receives the requested data, 
(Spec. p. 7, 1. I S - p. 11,1 3,) The decision module receives the data, generate* a decision 
regarding the application, and provides the decision to the dynamic application module. Spec. p. 
1 1, J. IS •• p, 12, 1. ?.} The applied art does not show or suggest the dynamic application module 
set forth by claim B. 

Claim S sets forth a dynamic application module. The dynamic application module is for 
receiving a request to apply for at least one of a plurality of products, dynamically creating an 
application requesting data required to apply for the at least one of a plurality of products, and 
receiving the data requested. The Office actios at page 5, cites to Letxia at. column /, lines 23- 
M ^ m^v,\ m^ unmans The KTma ,0$ mcos m , bhn ! m ? dva ,nv •>, ^ ■ , d r ina,^ of 
column 7; "receiving a plurality of credit data sent from the Internet user;" and "applying said 
^nxnuuut^ ,> uto u^^u 'lit pkn -Ju> o^c-echos eroou,v ot tixt- cJat,d m <\\n 
without manual intervention each one of said plurality of lending institutions associated with a 
.match of said credit data to said selection criteria." The steps of claim t of Lehda do not suggest 
dynamically creating an application requesting data .required to apply for at least one of a 
plurality of products, A& discussed above, the .Lehda invention provides "a universal credit 
qualification form over die Internet and [allows] the Internet, user to submit, a single credit 
aprc ;^ ,$ p nnuYs ot ^n,b,u; ,n^nm on- v> i>> ; cc o,T s ,e VVn u> tec <. osu^i-ei ^j,5 ox 
hno Kt M I ,-i\U „ ol J. ;v ^ 1 m 5 * u,> sucgcs, • m so i bd,* • i n mv^e? vd oiw^ 
qualification form is dynamically created. The secondary reference to Bennett includes no 
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suggestion to dynamically create an application. Accordingly, applied art does not suggest a 
dynamic application module for dynamically creasing an application requesting data required to 
apply for at least one of a plurality of products as set forth by claim 8, 

Claim 8 sets .forth a decision module in communication with the dynamic application- 
module. The decision module is for receiving the data, generating a decision regarding the 

interprets module s to include any collection of hardware or software processes such that the 
result is effectuated." The Office action cites to further steps of claim i of Lebda to show the 
decision module, 'The Office action identifies no collection of hardware or software processes 
that effectuate the steps of claim .1 of LeMa that are relied upon show the claimed function of 
either the dynamic application module or the decision module- Claim 8 sets forth that the 
decision module is for providing the decision to the dynamic application module. As the Office 
action does not identify either a dynamic- application module or a decision module in Lebda, 
there is no suggestion of a decision module for providing a decision to a dynamic application 
module. 

for at least the reasons set forth above, Lebda in view of Bennett does not show or 
■mg^c-;. the v otorvntntK of the \\ stem defined b> eUiru 3 Aeeonbmf \, me fKf \ >ff\r 
does not establish a prima Jack ease of obviousness against claim 8. Appellant respectfully 
requests that this rejection of claim 8 he reversed. 

Claim 13 depends from claim. 8 and therefore includes each element of the system of 
claim 8, 'The rejection of chum 13 is deficient for the reasons set forth above with respect to 
claim 8, Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 13 he reversed. 

Claims 9 -12 

0 . ,!U dcfVK's ^Lk'u ^ c d :hescU\e uviuoe\ o ^ t e «.iv H i>t rv ^Mect eliun 
8. The rejection of claim 9 is deficient for the reasons set forth above with respect to claim 8, 
Further significant defects of the applied references as applied to claim 9 are discussed below. 

Claim 9 further sets forth that the system includes a universal session, manager and a 
e^aUe ttv^e U'\^ v^i^ n^n^ger ^O30\ tec **r*;si\K- s i i>t me *w % &.t ;avs^..'. by 

e v v v ^ " , v ! v ». u ^ ^ c con n v ^ <. i 
originator of the request. The Office action at page 6 S relies on column 8, lines 4 -9, of Lebck to 
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show the limitations of claim 9< This citation is to claim 3 of .Lehda, which includes a step of 
"verifying data input in a credit qualification form on a web .site." This step of the Lebda method 
cited is directed to verifying that the data entered to a web site is in the correct form. In contrast, 
the churned universal session mange! i kmu^ a so m<. ah on of the mtemator the o qiK>t flu* 
universal session manger venfiea the identity of the originator of the- request. Lehda does not 
suggest a universal session manger as set forth by claim 9. 

K>- n le.ot . l v n\ sons sot tmtb w nh n ^\\t m , 1 t m n .^d the tatm, : sr. ih^ ;e ts^ns 
set forth ahovs, Lehda in view Bennett does not show or suggest the steps of the invention 
defined by dependent claim 9. Accordingly, the final Office action, does not establish & prima 
jade ease of obviousness against claim 9, Appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of 
claim 9 over Lehda in view of Bennett be reversed. 

Claims 10 - 12 depend from claim 9 and therefore include each element of the system of 
claim 9. The rejection of claims 10 - 1.2 are de.0cie.at for the reasons set forth shove with respect 
to claim 9, Accordingly, appellant respectfully requests that the rejection of claims 10 -12 over 
Lehda its view of Bennett he reversed.. 

similar to ;lanvt 1. Claim 14 farther sus forth that the request to apply for ut least <-*«e of a 
plurality of products is in the form of a uniform resource locator, similar to the limitation of 
claim 7. (Spec, p. 8, II. 11-14.) Claim 14 also includes the step of parsing the uniform resource 
locator to identify the products, (Spec, p, h\ II 14-16.) Claim .14 includes all the steps and 
limitations discussed above with respect to claim 1. Claim 14 is rejected for the same reasons as 
claim 1 and 7, Accordingly, Lebda In view of Bennett does not show the method of claim 14 for 
at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claims 1 and ?, 

Claim 14 sets forth a step of "parsing the uniform resource locator to identify that at least 
one of a plurality of products," The Office action at page 3 asserts that access to aay web page is 
implied in a URL, However, the URL set. forth in claim 14 is not merely used to access a web 
page, h is further used to transmit a request to apply for selected products. The URL- must 
therefore he parsed to identify which products are requested. An application page is then 
a-semobed t^ }!M\!U> an .ippaeanoe lot the ptoauets requested ( a-. vmVc .vtmn tvh c*cv oo 
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products as set forth by claim 14, Appellant respectfully requests the .reversal of the rejection of 
claim 14 over Lebda in view of Bennett as these references fail to render claim 14 obvious for 
the same reasons as discussed above and mth respect io claims 1 and ?. The- Office action does 
not establish & prima facie case of obviousness against claim 14 for the reasons set forth above 
and with respect to claims I and ?. 

( I v ;t i x > N oepe.ve 1 1 1 bi 1 ' j 

Claims !.5-d9 an; identical to claims 2-6 hut for depending from claim 14. Claims 15-19 
are rejected for the same reasons as claims 2-6. Lebda in. viev Bennett docs not show or suggest 

s ^ V s ! s s , s * v. > s v \ s. ^ ' 

against claims 15-19 for the reasons set forth above with respect to claims I -6 and 14. Appellant 
respectfully requests that the rejections of claims 13-19 be reversed for the reasons set forth 
above. 
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Co&ctoion 

The claimed invention relates to the dynamic creation of an application form, that Is a 

form for submitting information to apply for products md services. The applied prior at k silent 
regarding the creation of an application form. Accordingly, the applied prior art cannot suggest 
the invention set forth by the pending claims. Appellant has replied to every rejection set forth hi 
the Office action in the above remarks. Each rejection has been shown deficient or overcome for 
the reasons set forth above. Accordingly, appellant submits that pending claims I - 19 are 
patent'ab.iy distinguishable over the prior an. of record. Appellant requests that the rejections be 
reversed, the application be returned to the Examiner ami the claims allowed 



Respectfully submitted, 

H UNION & WILLIAMS LLP 
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Claims Appendix 

! . A method for dynamically emaium u oet* ork ba«d applkaii»n form comprising the steps 
of: 

receiving a request to apply for a plurality of products, the .request received over a 
network, wherein specific information is required to be submitted to apply for each one of the 
plurality of products: 

assembling an application page for display over the network, said page assembled from a 
plurality of documents, wherein each document of the plurality of documents contains at least 
uuc u kl oon^penmng to JUc sreetfu mmrm,aion mmnmd to ,moh ioi oue of the phmt nv. of 
products; and 

receiving information input corresponding to each field contained in the application page. 

2. Tito muik>d of claim L further including the stops in- 
validating rhe information input by comparing the information input, to validation criteria; 

and 

v.\ .ii ; the iru-nut >m mpo* an - to >,>t:i -iN - oa . . to n- mo \ alulittoe osOor; t, 
assembling a second application page including prompts to reenter information and receiving 
corrected information input, 

3. ' „ \v o » v ,v i ^ w ' v s. v v N ^ ^ i v \ N k pa, o 
decision .module for processing the information input 

4. The method of claim 1 , further including the steps of; 

determining whether the request to apply originates from a customer that is logged in to a 
session manager; 
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accessing stored data regarding the customer if the customer is logged in, wherein the 
s;ap otas^nrh re upk at . r no' \ i-^f-sv T.e sV,od -J *\» tn dv aeph \ju * > pa;., 
displayed, over the .network, 

5, The method of claim 1 wherein the plurality of products includes banking products and 
she cfwi^c ^ncnnai-vn ree^tred 10 apph cn one of the i-h'sX n> -n psod u-ela 
information regarding an amount of credit to be extended . 

(5, The method of claim 5 further including the step of forwarding the information input to a 
decision module for processing the information input io determine if data input justifies 
extension of credit. 

7. The method of claim I wherein the request is in the form of parameters received within a 
universal resource locator, 

8- ^ N ! i 1 t t v * ' v * v s \ t d 

network based applteaxion form comprising: 

a dynamic application rnodale for receiving a. request to apply for at least one of a 
> * s J s ^ « n t i v ^ « * o < " 

:h-.. .u kj<\ ^ne a piu-.mh of p?\\1net,s, an J ^es^im* the data sou-iovd; and 

a decision module in communication with said dynamic application module, said decision 
module for receiving the data, generating a decision regarding the application, and providing the 
decision to said dynamic application module. 
9, The system according to claim 8 further comprising: 

e<N- > s o-s v v »' * < s ^ i ^ ,. ■> 
-a a1 n:\!\ti^l session m n tpes u\ ue,amr ^ >^f:e rm>- ot ,as ooean ^Vs ot the ioo^cm; and 
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a profile database in communication with said dynamic application module* said profile 

database for providing stored data regarding the originator of the request. 

I. 0. The system according to claim 9 further comprising a host server wherein said dynamic 
application roodale, said universal session manager and said database reside on said host server. 

I I . The system according to claim .10 wherein said host server is connected to a network. 

12. I he *>.Mcni a^ordin^ to *. *,mn I ! v. hotem said d> *ia>iK application m>xiak ptw. ides the 
application in the form of an application page over the network to the originator of the request. 

13. if> \^ ^ j ( >^. vo 1 ^ x .\ao\ ,\ ^. . ^ ;i 
communication with said dynamic .application module, said processing database for recei ving 
dat h » s s ^ x ^ n % r= u 

14. A method for dynamically creating a network based application form comprising die 
stops of; 

receiving, over a network, a request to apply for at least one of a plurality of products in 
* N i ^ Os o ^ v. c * \ c s v , ^ o^ ^, ^ <. 

to apply for each one of the pmraiiiy of products; 

fsmvaig 1 f nruo-sn tr-soe c Uv^oj v .4 *mt\ :h- a? k\ ore ^ a phnahU ^ 1 ck-dua^, 

plurality of documents, wherein each document of the plurality of documents contains at least 

products; and 

receiving information mpm corresponding to each field contained in the application page. 
.1.5. The method of claim 1 4. further including the steps of; 
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validating the mfosrmatioa input by comparing the information input to validation criteria; 

and 

when the information input falls to correctly compare to the. validation criteria, 
assetebbnr. a .eccad appUcau^n page n<» luch*^ ptoo^ts to reenter information and receiving 
eos;ec;cd mtVtm.oaon mpm 

1 6 fbe methoc >n ^ l tnn 14, turthor meladme, the skf vf forwarding the information input to 
, !,v v ea modok so* p socc-Aing cnotm moo input 

ie method m v. em • ^ kinVs melecse; the steps of: 

^ > \ ^ dset the fe-aacM to .*npi\ ougmatos- from a customer that is logged in to a 
vss ^ i „e 

w >-s eg si \ VM data regarding the customer if the customer is logged La, wherein the 
step of assembling an is.ppiicat.ton page includes inserting the stored data in the application page 
displayed over the network. 

18. The method of claim 14 wherein the plurality of products includes banking products and 
Lbe specific information required to apply for one of the plurality of products includes 
information regarding an amount of credit to be extended. 

19. The method of claim 18 further including the step of forwarding the information Input to 
vVcfvu meatde k-t [ a^e\-etg the mtvtmax n input *o evttmm >e n hha orpet states 

extension of credit. 



Evidence Appendix 



Related Proceedings Appendix 

nc best oi appUUm a knowledge, there are no related appeals or lnte.rfere.nees, 



